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RF.PLY BRIEF 

Box AF 

Commissioner for Patents 
P. O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

This is responsive to the Examiner's Answer dated May 4, 2004.. 

There is no prima facie case of obviousness. The Examiner still has not explained how one 
skilled in the art would be lead to make the proposed combination of the Kokai and Miranti 
references. Absent Applicant's own disclosure, the skilled artisan would not be led to believe that 
the Miranti arrangement of grooves that addresses noise generation as side surfaces on a V-shaped 
belt exit a V-shaped pulley would have any applicability or use in the Kokai arrangement where 
there is no contact between side surfaces of the belt and side surfaces of a pulley and wherein 
separation between the Kokai belt and pulley is not considered a source of possible noise. Because 
the added teachings of Miranti do not provide any benefit in Kokai arrangement (i.e., there is no 
separation-generated noise in the Kokai reference, which is what is addressed by the Miranti 
reference), there is no motivation for making the combination. 
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